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An Investigation of the Relationship of Teacher Effectiveness 
ahd Teacher and Student Social Styles 
By: Marla Gail Chadwick Scafe 
Major Professor: H. Way land Cummings, Ph.D.
This study investigated the  relationship between students' perceptions of 
the ir teacher's effectiveness and teachers ' and students' social styles. Social style 
was measured by the use of the  Social Style Profile Instrument (Buchholz, 
Lashbrook, and Wenburg, 1976). Teacher effectiveness was measured by a  21- 
item  factor-analyzed unidimensional scale obtained from item s taken from the 
Purdue Rating Scale and the Idea Form.
Teachers' and students' social styles responses were classified into one of 
four social styles: analytic, amiable, driver, or expressive. Results showed th a t 
teacher effectiveness was significantly related  to  teachers ' and students' social 
styles, but the  amount of variance accounted for between teacher effectiveness 
and social styles, r^, was not meaningful. Results of an independent measures t-  
te s t  showed th a t students who were sim ilar (homophilous) to  their teacher's social 
sty le rated  their teacher significantly more effective  than students who were 
dissimilar (heterophilous) to  their teachers ' social style. A 2x2x2 way facto rial 
analysis of variance (high and low responsiveness, assertiveness, and versatility) 
showed non-significant results for all except the main e ffec t versatility  and the 
in teraction  e ffec t for assertiveness and responsiveness.
Further research needs to  be conducted using quartiles instead of 
medians to  calculate an individual's social style.
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INTRODUCTION ____^
What determ ines whether or not a  teacher is effective?  On what basis 
does a  person judge teacher effectiveness? These questions continue to  fru stra te  
researchers and educators because no one definitive answer is provided. As a 
result, many theories exist about teacher effectiveness, with li tt le  empirical data 
leading to  support one theory over another.
If teacher effectiveness research is so inconclusive, why pursue it?  A 
possible reason is th a t teacher effectiveness is rarely viewed from a 
communication standpoint. Also, communication researchers can offer a 
d ifferen t perspective on the teacher effectiveness issue which may help to  solve 
problems encountered in teacher effectiveness research. An application of 
communication principles to  the classroom will help to  illustrate .
If one takes a  source-receiver view of the classroom where the source is 
the teacher and the  receivers are the students, then one is assuming iinearity in 
communication with teacher as source initiating messages and students as 
receivers responding to  the messages. Communication scholars claim tha t this 
view is lim ited, s ta tic , and inadequate in describing the real classroom process. 
Y et teacher effectiveness research, by its name alone, implies a major focus on 
the source (teacher) doing something to  receivers (students) to  get a  desired 
response such as learning.
The above linear view is minimized in this study. R ather the assumption 
th a t guides this research e ffo rt is the belief tha t the student-teacher
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relationship is in teractive. The word "interactive" is used in this sense to mean an 
exchange of cognition, behaviors and affec t from both teacher and student. 
Homans (1961) holds a similar belief for all social behavior, h e  believes that 
exchanges between individuals lay the bases for mutual reinforcem ent of each 
others cognitive and behavioral outputs (p. 35).
The second assumption th a t provides the major impetus for this study 
centers on the notion th a t each individual possesses a particular social style in 
every interaction. These social styles are behavioral patterns of expressing one's 
self. In the teacher-student relationship, social style becomes particularly 
im portant because students and teachers communicate with each other through 
stylized patterns. Furtherm ore, the ability of the  teacher who utilizes a 
particular social style to communicate with the students (each one of whom has a 
particular social style) affects  what is traditionally term ed "teacher 
effectiveness". This is the central question under investigation. Is teacher 
effectiveness enhanced when the teacher and student utilize the same social style 
when communicating?
Conceptual support for the im portance of sim ilarity of social style 
comes from principles of homophily. Generally, the variables explored in 
homophily research include demography, personality, attitudes, values, beliefs, 
credibility, and attrac tion . Researchers define homophily as the degree to  which 
two communicators perceive themselves as similar on these variables. The 
perceptions communicators have of each other a ffec t communication outcomes in 
th a t the degree of similarity is said to  determ ine the amount of willingness to 
com municate with the other person. A person is more willing to expose himself or 
herself to messages from another person perceived as more homophilous, an 
assertion having implications for the classroom. It may be tha t students show a
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greater willingness to  in teract with teachers they perceive to  be more 
homophilous. Research indicates th a t source-receiver homophily increases the 
likelihood of communication a ttem pts and promotes communication effectiveness 
(Rogers and Bhowmik, 1970; Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971). Therefore, students 
having social styles similar to  their teachers should perceive their teacher as 
more effec tive  than students having dissimilar social styles. The purpose of this 
study is to  te s t this assertion.
An homophilous relationship may not be dependent upon to ta l sim ilarity 
between teacher and student social styles. There is reason to believe th a t some 
dissim ilarities enhance communication effectiveness more than to ta l sim ilarity. 
The research of Simons, Berkowitz, and Moyer (1970), Alpert and Anderson (1972), 
and King and Sereno (1973) provide support for this notion. Their research 
findings indicate th a t the principle of homophily should be modified to. account for 
certa in  m oderate dissim ilarities between generally homophilious communicators 
th a t appear to  enhance the effectiveness of the communication to  an even greater 
degree. Specific support comes from Alpert and Anderson (1972) who illustrate 
th a t maximally effective communication occurs when the source is perceived as 
neither highly homophilous nor highly heterophilous, but what Rogers and 
Shoemaker (1971) term  as "optimal heterophily". Simons e t al., (1970, p. 16) 
s ta te : "Contrary to prevalent formulations it appears th a t certain  dissimilarities 
have positive e ffec ts  on attitude change." The optim al heterophilous relationship 
between teacher and student may be helpful in explaining the relationship 
between teacher effectiveness when assessing heterophily in term s of student 
social style.
The use of the social style construct (Buchholz, Lashbrook, and Wenburg, 
1976) in classroom research is relatively untapped. The social style construct was 
used mainly in organizational settings. Only one study (Knutson, 1979)
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investigated social sty le in a classroom setting. However, Knutson's study focused
m ore on m easurem ent and perceptual issues rather than on the relationship
betw een social style and teacher effectiveness. Her major in terest was
determ ining whether or not discrepancies existed between students' perceptions of 
the ir teacher's social style and the teachers ' perceptions of their own style. The 
study was also the firs t to  illustrate  th e  im portance of social style as a variable in 
the  classroom.
O rganization
This study is organized in the  following manner; relevant lite ra tu re  
cen tra l to  the  problems outlined in th is introduction is reviewed in Chapter One 
and Two. Chapter One presents inform ation on teacher effectiveness and 
evaluation. Chapter Two presents social style research; the development of the 
construct, its  dimensions, and four resu ltan t styles; reliability  and validity of the 
Social Style Profile used to  measure social style and the  potential relationship of 
sty les to  teacher effectiveness. C hapter Three re la tes  the lite ra tu re  in C hapters 
One and Two to  the questions th a t guided this study. Ways of testing  the 
hypotheses generated from the research questions are  included. Chapter Four 
describes the results, and Chapter Five in terp re ts the results and outlines
im plications for communication study.
CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEW OF TEACHER EFFECTIVENESS
Ever since the early  1920's, teacher effectiveness research flourished. 
By the  1950's, an impressive number of studies accum ulated. However, the 
quality of this research published between 1900 and 1952 was very poor. "No 
single, specific, observable teacher a c t has yet been found whose frequency or 
percent of occurrence is invariably and significantly correlated  with student 
achievem ent." (Morsh and Wilder, 1954, p. 4).
Research effo rts  were rejuvenated in the 1950's with the formation of 
the AERA Com m ittee on C riteria  of Teacher Effectiveness (American 
Educational Research Association, 1952, 1953). Their work culm inated in the 
publishing of the Handbook of Research on Teaching (Gage, 1963a). Teacher 
effectiveness research improved in the 1960's and 1970's to  the point th a t a few 
researchers (Rosenshine and Furst, 1973; Dunkin and Biddle, 1974) compiled weak 
but consistent findings on teacher effectiveness variables. However, many 
apparent contradictory findings remain. One need only read Dunkin and Biddle's 
work for numerous examples of contradictory findings.
The last decade produced improvements largely through funds 
appropriated by the National Institute of Education (NIE). Current research is 
gradually moving toward analyzing teacher behaviors and whether or not certain  
behaviors are associated with educational outcomes. However, this direction in 
teacher effectiveness research still assumes students are relatively passive.
focusing prim arily on what the teacher says and does. Therefore, i t  may come as 
no surprise to  see little  progress being made toward specifying what constitutes 
an effective  teacher. Such a conclusion is reasonable if we conduct research 
under the assumption tha t teacher and student are interdependent, not linearly 
dependent.
The paradigm most often employed in teacher effectiveness research is 
the process-product paradigm (Doyle, 1977). The process-product paradigm 
re la tes  teaching behaviors to  student learning outcomes. Teacher effectiveness 
questions are form ulated in term s of relationships between teacher classroom 
behaviors, which are processes, and measures of student learning outcomes, which 
are  products. This approach, according to Gage (1963b) is based on a tw o-factor 
criterion-of-effectiveness structure tha t relates teacher variables directly to 
effectiveness indicators. Gage (1963b) also feels this type of research has d irect 
application to  teacher education and training which provides tools teachers can 
use to  improve their instruction. However, the paradigm has some shortcomings 
in th a t it does not provide adequate focus on students' behaviors.
The "process-product" paradigm consists of some assumptions about 
teacher effectiveness. These assumptions are presented here with the intention 
of providing insight into areas where teacher effectiveness research failed to 
produce conclusive results so far. The "process-product" paradigm assumes that 
the  teacher is the single most im portant influence on student achievem ent, while 
students are passive learners. Another assumption of the process-product 
paradigm is th a t teacher behaviors have a  direct causal im pact on student 
outcomes. A significant problem develops from this assertion. The majority of 
teacher-effectiveness research is correlational. Causal inferences solely based on 
correlations are insufficient. Perhaps more im portant is tha t the teachqr-student 
relationship is seen as a  logically linear relationship. The assumptions made in
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this study conflict with such a  cause-effect linear view of the teacher-student 
relationship. R ather, the  assumption made in this study is th a t the teacher- 
student relationship is interdependent, as is the source-receiver relationship in 
communication processes.
In the past, "process-product" oriented research used mostly low- 
Inference observation techniques to  measure teacher effectiveness. Low-
inference observation techniques are observation instrum ents th a t record the
frequencies associated with teacher behaviors. The instrum ents require little  
inference on the part of the observer and user for classifying teacher behaviors 
into categories.
There are  both positive and negative aspects associated with using low- 
inference observation techniques to  measure teacher effectiveness. These
aspects are discussed here to  provide a  clearer p icture of the kind of research
th a t dominates teacher effectiveness litera tu re . It provides a classification to  
most of the research th a t is conducted in teacher effectiveness. One positive 
aspect of the low-inference observation technique is th a t replication is made 
more possible while enhancing objectivity. However, a  negative aspect is tha t 
researchers tend to focus on the frequency of a teacher's behavior as the  most 
salient aspect of teacher effectiveness. This implies th a t the more a  teacher 
elic its a certain  behavior, whether positive or negative, the b e tte r . The 
ram ifications of focusing on frequency of behaviors are readily apparent. For 
example, a teacher may critic ize  students often during a given school day and it 
may be the one behavior th a t occurs most frequently of all the teacher's other 
behaviors. But the m ere fac t th a t it occurs the most does not insure th a t i t  will 
enhance teacher effectiveness.
Low-inference observation techniques such as Flanders' (1970) 
Interaction Analysis Categories (FIAC) appear in numerous studies of teacher
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effectiveness. U nfortunately, this line of research is highly disputed and frought 
with contradictory findings. For example, Flanders found th a t the amount of 
teacher praise was associated with greater pupil achievem ent, yet no difference 
betw een amount of praise used and pupil achievem ent was found by Felsenthal 
(1974), Harris and Server (1974), Herman e t al. (1969), Hunter (1968), Perkins 
(1965), or Wallen (1966).
Recent investigations (Brophy and Evertson, 1974a, 1974b; Evertson and 
Brophy, 1974; McDonald, 1977; Program on Teaching Effectiveness, SCRDT, 1976; 
Stallings, 1974; Tikunoff, Berliner, and Rist, 1975) are  moving away from low- 
inference observation systems like Flanders' FIAC. They are beginning to  take 
into account a wider range of process variables with an increased emphasis on 
context variables such as grade level, content, student characteristics and the 
teacher-studen t relationship as a whole in the classroom. This may mean a  shift 
is taking place from the  "process-product" paradigm to other teacher effectiveness 
paradigms. The newer teacher effectiveness paradigms include more 
concentration on the student-teacher relationship than the "process-product" 
paradigm did.
Teacher Effectiveness and Communication Research
Communication researchers focus on prim arily teachers ' verbal and 
nonverbal com municative behaviors in their approach to  teacher effectiveness 
research. Studies of the  effec ts  of nonverbal teacher behaviors are more 
numerous than studies focusing on primarily verbal behaviors. For example, 
Andersen (1979) was in terested in the relationship between teacher immediacy 
(conceptualized as nonverbal behaviors tha t reduce physical and/or psychological 
distance between teacher and students) and teacher effectiveness. She found th a t 
teacher immediacy accounted for 46% of the variance in student a ffe c t toward
8
the teacher and only 18% of the variance in student behavioral com m ittm ent. 
The physical d istance between teacher and student apparently a ffec ts  students' 
a ffe c t for the  teacher.
In another study of the relationship between nonverbal communicative 
behaviors of teachers and students' perceptions of the teacher, Beatty and Behnke 
(1980) researched the e ffec ts  of nonverbal messages th a t contradict verbal 
messages em itted  by the teacher. Results indicated th a t students' perceptions of 
the ir teacher's  credibility were affected  by perceived discrepancies between 
verbal and nonverbal messages. These studies provide a representation of the  
focus on th e  teacher effectiveness issue.
Research on the verbal aspects of teacher effectiveness was conducted 
by Norton (1977, 1978). His studies dem onstrated an apparent relationship 
between teacher effectiveness and a teacher's particular communication style. 
However, in each of the  communication studies reviewed on teacher 
effectiveness, there  seems to  be a lack of a tten tion  to  student behaviors. Failure 
to  m easure student com municative behaviors may mean an incomplete view of the 
teacher-studen t relationship. There is one research area  th a t focuses on student 
com m unicative behaviors. This line of research (McCroskey, Andersen, 
Richmond, and Whellen, 1981) studies the effects  of communication apprehensive 
students on achievem ent. We still need to  incorporate teacher communicative 
behaviors with students' behaviors to  obtain a more com plete picture of the 
teacher-studen t relationship in the classroom.
C urrent Problems in Teacher Effectiveness Research
At least th ree problems remain in teacher effectiveness research. The 
firs t problem lies with measuring learning outcomes. Many researchers use I.Q. 
te sts  and/or grade point averages as indicators of perform ance in the classroom
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(Popham, 1974, Ebel, 1969). These measures may not be valid or reliable 
indicators of iearning. The second probiem is the apparent lack of a tten tion  to 
the interdependent relationship between the communicative behaviors of teachers 
and students. The communication field potentially offers this im portant 
perspective to  education researchers (Berio, 1960), , although so .far it  has failed 
to  do so.
The third problem concerns the development of valid measures of 
teacher effectiveness. Validity issues concern whether or not teacher 
effectiveness instrum ents measure teacher effectiveness. For example, Jenkins 
and Bauseii (1974) s ta te  th a t the human-relations aspect of teaching effectiveness 
is d ifficult to  measure; yet it  emerges as an im portant evaluation criterion in the 
minds of students and supervisors. Gurney (1977) argued th a t process is more 
im portant than product when evaluating teacher effectiveness. He found th a t the 
teacher's  relationship with the ciass was the highest-ranked criterion of teacher 
effectiveness while years of teaching experience-which is a  ra ther standard 
m easure of teaching com petence-was ranked the ieast im portant of the criteria . 
Gurney (1977) also found th a t dynamism and warmth appear to  be im portant 
aspects of teaching along with teacher fiexibility, personalization of teaching, 
good rapport and sensitivity to  student's point of view.
Evaluation of Teacher Effectiveness
Gurney's (1977) research is an example of the multitude of research on 
teacher effectiveness. Evaluation of teaching is increasingiy im portant when 
assessing productivity in the university. In a study conducted by Cochran and 
Moodie (1978), responses from college deans in 1966 and 1974 were compared. 
The study found th a t much greater emphasis was piaced on teacher effectiveness 
in 1974 than in 1968 and teacher effectiveness was emphasized more than any
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other aspect such as teaching experience and number of years teaching.
A debate is ite ra ted  over whether or not student evaluations of teacher 
effectiveness are valid and reliable. Butler and Tipton (1977) presented 
arguments for and against student evaluation of teacher effectiveness. 
Arguments against student perceptions included the accusation th a t students ra te  
teachers on personality dimensions, not on what the students learn. Also Butler 
and Tipton (1977) claimed tha t ratings are influenced by variables irrelevant to 
teaching. On the positive side of the debate, for example, arguments in favor of 
student evaluations of teacher effectiveness included the fac t tha t student ratings 
are reliable with 25 ra te rs  or more and student grades are unrelated to  evaluation 
of teachers (Butler and Tipton, 1977).
Korth (1979) found th a t extraneous variables were rela ted  to student 
ratings such as in terest in the m aterial, place and tim e the class m eets, and the 
size of the class. Even though some extraneous variables may influence student 
ratings of their teachers, Frey (1976) contends th a t student ratings are valid 
indicators of teacher effectiveness. His study showed tha t ratings collected 
before the final examination were not significantly related with ratings collected 
a fte r students received their final grade. This study may provide support for the 
assertion th a t grades are unrelated to  student evaluations of teachers as Butler 
and Tipton (1977) contended. However, Frey's findings should be in terpreted  with 
caution because ratings taken before the final exam may represent an auto 
correlation bias. A more appropriate measure would be to  obtain ratings before 
the exam , and a t least 12 days a fte r the  final exam (Goss and Wenburg, 1970).
However statistically  valid student ratings may or may not be, some 
students feel tha t evaluations of their teacher's effectiveness are meaningless to  
teachers. A survey of college students conducted by Penfield (1978) indicates 
th a t students feel tiiat while rating forms provide an effective method of
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evaluation, the  results are  ignored by many teachers.
SUMMARY
This chapter provided an historical view of the research on teacher 
effectiveness with a focus on the lack of progress being made since 1900. The 
paradigm most frequently used in teacher effectiveness research, the "process- 
product" paradigm, was presented. Problems relating to  assumptions made by 
researchers using the "process-product" paradigm were identified. Some studies 
th a t investigated teacher communication behaviors and teacher effectiveness 
w ere also review ed. The last section of the chapter included a  discussion of the 
m easure of teacher effectiveness. The next chapter describes the  social style 
construct which may represent a way of resolving some of the issues surrounding 
the cen tra l question of this study: Is teacher effectiveness enhanced when
teacher and student utilize the same social style when communicating.
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CHAPTER II 
RESEARCH ON SOCIAL STYLE
Social style was operationalized by Buchholz, Lashbrook, and Wenburg 
(1976) who developed the Social Style Profile Instrum ent (SSPI). The goal of 
social style research Is to  find a  simple and effective  method for describing 
another person's social behavior perm itting the development of communication 
stra teg ies and tac tic s .
Social sty le theory Is conceptually rooted with lite ra tu re  on person 
perception. Helder (1958) pointed out th a t the perception of the  "self" and the 
"other" contribute to  meanings we assign to  the communication situation. We ac t 
toward others based upon the  meanings we have for them . Teacher-student 
relationships are no less subject to  this phenomenon. It Implies th a t students' 
perceptions of teachers contribute to  the meanings students assign to  the 
classroom Interactions.
Communication behaviors becom e data for Individuals to  assess and 
determ ine social style. A particu lar social style may be either e ffec tive  or 
Ineffective depending on the social situation. Thus, social norms of the social 
setting  are the reference: Norms are judged to vary according to  social setting. 
Deviation from a norm In a  social setting  may be said to be undesirable, but th a t 
sam e social style may be p referred  In a d ifferent social setting . For example, 
joke telling may be Inappropriate In a classroom setting , but may be desirable a t a 
social gathering such as a "happy-hour."
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The social style Instrum ent (Buchholz e t al., 1976) is based on 
perceptions made by others, as well as by one's self. The relative stability  of the 
social sty le construct exists in a  variety of situations (Merrill, 1974; Buchholz e t 
a l., 1976). The construct is described as three-dimensional, consisting of 
assertiveness, responsiveness and versatility  (Merrill, 1974; Buchholz e t a l . ,  1976; 
Knutson and Lashbrook, 1976; Lashbrook, Knutson, Parsley, and Wenburg, 1976). 
These th ree  dimensions combine in several different ways to  perm it identification 
of the behavioral patterns of a com municator's social style. F irst, le t us look a t 
its  dimensions.
DIMENSIONS OF SOCIAL STYLE
Assertiveness
The assertiveness dimension refers to perceived ability to  s ta te  one's 
own opinions forcefully. As Knutson (1980, p. 3) s ta tes; "Highly assertive 
individuals 'te ll', where-as low assertive persons 'ask'." Perceived assertiveness is 
described as re la ted  to  the  frequency with which a  person a ttem pts to  control or 
influence others. According to  V. J. Lashbrook and W. B. Lashbrook (Wilson 
Learning Corporation, 1980), highly assertive individuals are conceptualized as 
active , confident, aggressive, ambitious, challenging, com petitive, fast-paced, 
risk-taking, opinionated, and directive. On the other hand, low assertive people 
are  reserved, easy going, submissive, private, quiet, supportive, cooperative, 
deliberate, risk-avoiding, and unaggressive. It is often viewed as a task-oriented 
dimension. Cummings and Renshaw (1979) describe assertiveness in the 
dispositional dimensions of communication behavior in their language research 
using SLCA (Syntactic Language Computer Analysis) variables. Similarly, 
Richmond and McCroskey (1979) utilize assertiveness construct in organizational 
com munication as part of a scale term ed Management Communication
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Style (MCS).
Research indicates th a t persons scoring high on assertiveness are often  
perceived favorably. One study in a business setting found tha t highly assertive 
individuals were perceived as more powerful and com petent than low assertive 
individuals (Sullivan, 1977). Using an adult population of primary relationships, 
Snavely (1977) found th a t highly assertive persons were perceived as more 
ex troverted , powerful, trustw orthy, versatile, and more similar in perceived 
values than low assertive individuals. Using a college population, Lashbrook e t 
al., (1976) also found the same relationships between perceptions of high versus 
low assertive individuals and attribu tes such as versatility  and trustworthiness.
Assertiveness as a behavior in the classroom can be manifested by either 
teachers or students. Teacher assertiveness can be reflected by a  teacher's 
control of the classroom. Such control may be evidenced by the teacher's ability 
to  maintain student atten tion , m otivate student productivity and activity , and 
prom ote the learning environment (Knutson, 1980). On the other hand, student 
assertiveness may be evidenced by monopoly of discussions, answering a  majority 
of the  questions posed, and feeling com fortable asking questions (Knutson, 1980).
Variables associated with the assertiveness dimension reportedly have 
been linked to  effective teaching, thus providing support for the im portance of 
assertive style in the classroom context. For example, Deshpande, Webb, and 
Marks (1970) found th a t college students perceived effective engineering 
instructors as controllers who adequately provided structure for the course. 
Roberts and Becker's (1976) research indicates tha t high school industrial arts  
students perceived "good" teachers as those whose behaviors were em phatic, 
forceful, and ta lkative. Furtherm ore, Ryans (1960) found th a t education 
adm inistrators, teachers and students characterized effective teachers as ones 




The second dimension is perceived responsiveness and is defined as a 
person's willingness to  express feelings or emotions (Knutson, 1980). Research a t 
Wilson Learning Corporation (Lashbrook and Lashbrook, 1980) argues th a t highly 
responsive Individuals are characterized as warm, approachable, people-oriented, 
em otional, permissive, subjective, easy going, open, sociable, and dram atic. 
Individuals who are low on responsiveness are cool. Independent, aloof, rational, 
objective. Impersonal, cautious, and businesslike. It Is a relationship-oriented 
dimension of social style.
Researchers Investigated responsiveness In connection with Interpersonal 
a ttribu tes  such as sociability and tru st and found th a t responsiveness Is positively 
associated with sociability, versatility , tru s t, social a ttrac tion , and Interpersonal 
solidarity (Sullivan, 1977; Snavely, 1977). Snavely (1977) found tha t highly 
responsive Individuals were perceived to be more versatile, sociable, extroverted, 
and trustw orthy than Individuals who are low on responsiveness. W. Lashbrook and 
associates (1976) also supported Snavely's findings on dimensions of versatility  and 
tru st. These results link responsiveness to  dimensions of credibility. McCroskey, 
Jensen, and Valencia (1973) Indicate th a t people tend to  evaluate a 
communication source on a t least five dimensions. These five dimensions are: 
Competence, which Is a source's knowledge of the subject; character, an apparent 
trustw orthiness of the source; composure, which Is the lack of stress or anxiety; 
sociability, the likeableness of the source; and extroversion, which Is an outgoing 
personality and talkativeness of the source. C haracter, sociability, and 
extroversion are elem ents of credibility th a t seem to be similar to the responsive 
dimension of social s ty le .'
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Responsiveness is perceived by others as a positive a ttrib u te . For 
exam ple, Sullivan (1977) found th a t highly responsive people were also perceived 
to  be less dogm atic than individuals who are low on responsiveness perhaps 
because people who were low on responsiveness were unwilling to  listen to  another 
person's point of view. Highly responsive people tend to  be perceived as more 
em otional, whereas low responsive individuals tend to control their emotions so as 
not to  display them (Snavely, 1977).
Based on these research findings, it follows th a t classroom teacher- 
student styles indicative of high responsiveness are characterized as em otional, 
sensative, social, understanding, and approachable (Knutson, 1980). One would 
also expect tha t highly responsive teachers would generally be perceived as more 
effective  teachers by highly responsive students. Andersen (1979) provides 
support for the assertion th a t warm, friendly, affiliative, and responsive teachers 
are  perceived as more effective teachers but failed to  account for the type of 
student evaluating the teacher. A fter investigating nonverbal Communicative 
behaviors of college teachers in the classroom, Andersen (1979) found th a t both 
observable behaviors and students' perceptions of instructors' immediacy were 
significant predictors of affective  learning and behavioral com m ittm ent to  the 
teacher, course, and related  content area. G reater teacher immediacy produced 
g rea ter positive student liking or a ffec t. Blake and Mouton (1964) describe a grid 
th a t represents five leadership styles: 1,1; 1,9; 9,1; 5,5; and 9,9 (see Figure 1). 
The 9,1 leader is primarily concerned with production task accomplishment with 
little , if any, concern for people. The 1,1 style reflects minimal concern for both 
people and production, and the 5,5 style reflects a m oderate concern for both. 
The 1,9 style reflects a minimal concern for production and maximal concern for 
people. The 9,9 leader is viewed as integrating a  maximum concern for 
production with a maximum concern for
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people. The grid enables leaders to  identify their own leadership styles and is 
presented here because it illustrates sim ilarities with the high versus low 
responsiveness dimension of social style.
Figure 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
MANAGERIAL GRID
V ersatility
The third dimension of social style is perceived versatility  and refers to 
an individual's ability to  adapt to  other styles and situations. This dimension
m ediates the  effectiveness of one's social style. Even though every individual has
a  more or less consistent social style, the ability to  modify one's style as one
in te rac ts  with others indicates versatility  and effectiveness. Wilson Learning
Corporation research describes highly versatile individuals as generalists,
adaptable, to leran t of am biguity, negotiable, flexible, and multidimensional in
thinking. Low versatility  in people is characteristic  of specialists who are  often
single minded, predictable, in to lerant of ambiguity, and inflexible. Researchers
found tha t versatility  is associated with a  number of o ther interpersonal
a ttrib u tes  such as tru st, power, sociability, character, composure, com petence,
and task a ttrac tio n . For exam ple, Sullivan (1977) reported m oderately positive
correlations between versatility  and these variables. Bacon (1978) indicated tha t
a  relationship existed betw een versatility  and tolerance of ambiguity.
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The relationship between versatility  and the other two social style 
dimensions was investigated by Lashbrook e t al., (1976). They found a positive 
relationship between versatility  and tru st, and between versatility  and 
responsiveness and assertiveness. The la tte r  finding supports the notion tha t 
versatility  m ediates the other two social style dimensions.
V ersatility may affec t the  assumption th a t matching student social 
sty les with teacher social styles will increase teacher effectiveness. If a teacher 
can exhibit versatility  in social style, then he or she can effectively appeal to  all 
types of student social styles. Since higl 'y versatile teachers can adapt to the 
com m unicative behaviors of their s ' . j': <ts, we may see higher students' ratings of 
versatile  teachers than teachers who are unable to  adapt to their students' styles. 
Many instructional paradigms espouse adaptation to  individual student needs or 
learning styles (Davies, 1973; Keller and Sherman, 1974; Kemp, 1971; Furth, 1969; 
Vargas, 1977). Highly versatile teachers would be expected to accom odate their 
own style of communicating to the student's individualized communication style. 
L et us now turn to  ways these dimensions can be combined to form an individual's 
social style.
BEHAVIORAL STYLES 
An individual's social style is determ ined by the  sum of responses to  the 
Social Style Profile Instrument for each dimension (assertiveness, responsiveness, 
and versatility). To classify people into behavioral styles, medians are used to 
separate  high from low scores on the three dimensions. ̂  The two dimensions, 
assertiveness and responsiveness, generate a m atrix (see Figure 2) of four social 
sty les: (I) high assertiveness and high responsiveness, (2) low assertiveness arid 
low responsiveness, (3) high assertiveness and low responsiveness, and (4) low 
assertiveness and high responsiveness. Each of these four styles were labeled as:
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(i) analytic, (2) amiable, (3) driver, and (4) expressive. The following m atrix 






Note th a t in each of the following descriptions of the four social styles,
versatility  is not a  determining facto r. The omission of versatility  in the make-up 
of the four social styles is not addressed by the original researchers (Buchholz, 
Lashbrook, and Wenburg, 1976).
The following descriptions of the four social styles, provided by Wilson 
Learning Corporation (1980), enhance one's understanding of what it  means to  be 
classified into one of the four social styles.
Analytic Social Style
Analytic social styles are moderately low in both responsiveness and 
assertiveness. Wilson Learning Corporation describes "analytics" as critica l, 
indecisive, stuffy, picky, m oralistic, industrious, persistent, serious, exacting, 
orderly, e tc . They are best matched with situations th a t require thought and 
technical orientations. They like to have all the fac ts  and data  in order to  feel 
th a t they have thoroughly done the job necessary for problem solving and logical 
analysis. Likewise, they take their tim e in order to  assure quality and accuracy. 




"Amiables" are m oderately low in assertiveness, but moderately high in 
responsiveness. Wilson Learning Corporation describes them as conforming, 
unsure, ingratiating, dependable, awkward, supportive, respectful, willing, and 
agreeable. Amiables are usually matched with situations which call for a 
relationship and supportive orientation. They like to  get a job done cooperatively 
by getting  people involved in group activ ities. In order to get results, amiables 
move deliberately by encouraging group identification and pride. These are 
maintained by building harmony in relationships.
"Driver” Social Style
"Drivers" are  low in responsiveness and high in assertiveness. They have 
been described as pushy, severe, tough, dominating, harsh, strong willed, 
independent, p ractical, decisive, and effic ient. They are matched to  situations 
best requiring action and control. Drivers need to  haVe situations requiring a job 
done in the most p ractical and effic ien t manner, but they must also control all 
aspects of the activ ity . They are likely to  move quickly but system atically and 
with an emphasis on organizing for long term  results.
Expressive Social Style
"Expressives" are  high in both assertiveness and responsiveness. They 
perform  best in situations calling for an intuitive and inspirational orientation, 
however, expressives would do moderately poorly in a thoughtful and technical 
orientation. They have been described as manipulative, excitable, undisciplined, 
dram atic , friendly, e tc . This style requires a person to get a  job done with 
enthusiasm and excitem ent, using hunches and opinions to  reac t to  the im mediate 
demands of an activ ity . For short term  results, quick movements are best for this
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person until a f te r  activ ities are  underway; then there  will be tim e to  get 
organized for long term  considerations.
VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY OF SOCIAL STYLE 
Any instrum ent developed for both research and diagnostic purposes 
must dem onstrate reliability  and validity. These im portant concepts will be 
discussed for the  Social Style Profile th a t Buchholz e t al., (1976) developed.
Reliability of Social Style
Using Cronbach's alpha coefficien t of reliability, W.B. Lashbrook and 
V.3. Lashbrook (Wilson Learning Corporation, 1979) reported alpha reliabilities for 
each dimension of the Social Style Profile as follows: assertiveness, .89;
responsiveness, .86; and versatility , .82. According to the American Psychological 
Association (APA Com m ittee on Psychological Tests, 1974) acceptability  range of 
.60-.90 or above, this instrum ent is a  reliable measure. Lashbrook and Lashbrook 
(Wilson Learning, 1979) also report acceptable reliability coefficients for in ter- 
ra te r  agreem ent in perceiving others' social style under any conditions, i.e., 
amount of training and number of observers. The reliability coefficients range 
from  .91 to  .73 as the number of observers decrease from 8 to  3 observers. For 
more specific breakdown of figures for each number of observers, see (Wilson 
Learning, 1979, p.5).
Validity of Social Style
Validity research on SSPI (American Psychological Association 
Com m ittee on Psychological Tests, 1974) is extensive. Content validity was 
supported by several sources, i.e. Bacon (1978), Buchholz (1976), Snavely (1977), 
and Sullivan (1977). For exam ple. Bacon (1978) tested  social styles and to lerance 
for am.biguity with college students. Snavely (1977) used primary relationships
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(friends, co-workers and acquaintances) in classifying people into the four social 
sty les. Sullivan (1977) used co-workers in a  large manufacturing firm  to correlate  
interpersonal variables with social style.
Further support for content validity concerns the manner in which scale 
item s were selected . Scale items were selected on the ba^s of previous research 
and results of fac to r analysis on the original sample. The item s were subjected to 
correlational and facto r analysis with varimax rotation. Only those item s with 
fac to r loadings g reater than or equal to  .60 (with no secondary loadings above .40) 
on the appropriate dimensions were selected for the Social Style Profile (W.B. 
Lashbrook and V.J. Lashbrook, Wilson Learning Corporation, 1979, p. 6).
C onstruct validity was supported through the use of discriminant 
analysis. Lashbrook (1975) found th a t the measures contained in the Social Style 
Profile distinguished correctly  more than 95% of the people surveyed according to  
th e ir perceived social style. Sullivan and Snavely provide additional support for 
th e  instrum ent's construct validity. Sullivan (1977) found highly assertive people 
to  be perceived as more powerful than individuals low on assertiveness. He found 
responsiveness to be positively correlated with sociability, social a ttrac tion , and 
interpersonal solidarity. He also found th a t highly responsive people were 
perceived to be less dogmatic than individuals who were low on responsiveness. 
Snavely (1977) found th a t highly assertive people were perceived as more 
ex troverted  than low assertive individuals. He also found th a t highly responsive 
people were perceived as more sociable and extroverted  than lowly responsive 
people.
Support for concurrent validity was found in Sullivan's (1977) research. 
Using measures of assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility  on the Social 
Style Profile to classify people as "drivers", "expressives", "amiables", and 
"analyticals", he was able to  support differences across styles with a  variety of
23
outside c rite ria  such as trust, sociability, social a ttrac tion , and power (Lashbrook 
and Lashbrook, Wilson Learning, 1979, p. 8).
Finally, predictive validity was dem onstrated by several researchers who 
found support for predicted relationships between social style and other variables 
such as amounts of interaction and degree of a ttrac tion  among small group 
members (Parsley, 1976), communication apprehension (Lashbrook and Knutson, 
1976), interpersonal a ttraction  in the acquaintance process (Snavely, 1977), modes 
of resolving conflict or tension (Lashbrook, Lashbrook, Buchholz, and Larsen, 
1979), and perception of effective teachers (Knutson, 1979). Of the 41 empirical 
studies identified which use the social style construct, 23 of these studies link 
social style with some communication variable (W. B. Lashbrook and V. 3. 
Lashbrook, Wilson Learning Corporation, 1979). Thus, the support cited here 
shows th a t th e  Social Style Profile is a valid and reliable instrum ent.
Social Style and Teacher Effectiveness 
The Social Style Profile Instrument was originally designed for 
organizational contexts (Wilson Learning Corporation). Even though its design did 
not focus on teaching behaviors specifically, the social style construct does 
Identify basic communication behaviors like assertiveness, responsiveness, and 
versatility  th a t can be relevant and applicable to classroom behaviors of teachers.
However, only one study used the Social Style Profile with teachers and 
students in the classroom context, providing an im portant impetus for this 
research. The single classroom study using social style was conducted by Knutson 
(1980) who examined the  way in which college teachers viewed their social style 
as compared with their students' perceptions of their teacher's social style. She 
found th a t while teachers may perceive their assertiveness and responsiveness 
somewhat similarly to  student perceptions, teacher perceptions of their own 
versatility  were not significantly related  to student perceptions of their teacher's
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versatility . Discrepancies between student and teacher perceptions of the 
teacher's  versatility  may be due to differences in the way the teachers view 
them selves as com municators in the classroom and the way students perceived the 
am ount of versatility  of the teacher in th a t same environment. V ersatility may 
not be defined clearly enough or it may have different connotations for different 
individuals. Another explanation for Knutson's findings is that the versatility  
dimension for social style may be correlated  with the other two social style 
dimensions rather than being an independent, third dimension.
SUMMARY
This chapter provided the theoretic  background and research on social 
style as a  construct. This chapter also included the  origins of social style theory 
and th e  development of the Social Style Profile. The th ree  dimensions of social 
sty le (assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility) were explained along with the 
four derived social styles (analytic, amiable, driver, and expressive). Even though 
the Social Style Profile has been used predominantly in organizational settings, 
classroom Implications were discussed especially in light of Knutson's (1979, 1980) 
findings. The potential use of this construct and instrum ent in the classroom is 
rich, yet relatively untapped. For these reasons, social style was included in this 
study as described in this chapter. The next chapter presents the research 
questions tha t guide this study and the hypotheses generated from these questions.
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND THEIR TESTING
The previous chapter discussed lite ra tu re  aimed a t exploring social style 
as a construct for communication study, especially in relation to  teacher 
effectiveness. It provided the basis for this study and the research questions 
generated from them . These research questions and review of previous research 
provide support for the form ation of some im portant hypotheses.
Hypothesis 1: There will be a  significant relationship between teacher 
effectiveness and teacher social style.
Does the social style of the teacher enhance teacher effectiveness? 
Knutson (1980) illustrated  an apparent link between a  teacher's social style and 
students' perceptions of their teachers ' effectiveness.
Hypothesis 2: There will be a  significant relationship between teacher 
effectiveness and student social style.
Does the social style of students a ffec t teacher effectiveness? We know 
th a t the communication in the classroom is an interdependent process between 
student and teacher. It would be difficult, therefore, to  talk  about the variables 
affecting  teacher effectiveness without considering the student's social style. 
The second hypothesis in this study focuses on the student's social style and 
teacher effectiveness.
Hypothesis 3; There will be a  significant d ifference in teacher 
effectiveness scores between those teachers and students with m atched social 
styles and teachers and students who are not similar in social style.
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Do principles of homophily explain teacher effectiveness when 
accounting for sim ilarity or differences between teacher and student social 
sty les?
Homophily principles (Rogers and Bhowmik, 1970; Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971) 
s ta te s  th a t com municators who are similar to  one another on a number of 
a ttr ib u tes  such as educational level, age, a ttitudes, and values will be more likely 
to  com m unicate with each other than dissimilar individuals. Also, communication 
effectiveness is said to  increase between individuals who are similar. A parallel 
situation  is expected to exist between teachers and students who are sim ilar in 
social style.
Hypothesis 4: There will be a significant difference in the amount of 
teach er assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility  and students' perceptions of 
th e ir  teacher's  effectiveness.
Does the amount of teacher assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility  
a f fe c t students' perceptions of their teacher's effectiveness? Social style theory 
presupposes th a t, in the classroom, a teacher needs to  be high in assertiveness, 
high in responsiveness, and highly versatile  to  be effective . No direct te s t of this 
assertion has been made, however, several educators espouse th a t effective  
teachers  should have these characteristics.
Procedures
Subjects
Students (N = 520) selected for this study were from sections of the  basic 
undergraduate communication course. Principles of Communication a t  the 
University of Oklahoma and an undergraduate business course a t C entral S tate 
University. Five sections of the basic communication course with approximately 
tw enty-five students in each class were used in this study. Thirteen sections of
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the  undergraduate business course with approximately 30 students in each section 
were also used in this study. Students in the business courses are believed to be 
sim ilar to  students in communication courses. However, their responses were 
analyzed separately to  see if a difference between groups of students exists.
An independent measures t- te s t  was calculated between the University 
of Oklahoma students and Central S tate University students to  see if a  
significant difference occurred between the two university populations. If a  
significant difference existed between the two samples drawn from the two 
universities, each hypothesis would have to be tested  for each school separately 
because the populations would be d ifferent. The t- te s t  resulted in a  ;t=.9^5, 
^= 5 0 8  which was not significant, even though the power calculations of 52 
subjects for each group were exceeded. However, if no significant differences 
were found with 510 subjects, there would not be significant differences showing 
up with sm aller sample sizes. Since there was no difference between the two 
schools who filled out the teacher effectiveness instrum ent, the two groups were 
combined for the analysis of the four hypotheses.
D ata Collection
The purpose of the study was explained to the class and com plete 
confidentiality was ensured by the researcher while securing informed consent 
from  the subjects who were willing to  participate in the study (see Appendix A). 
The Social Style Profile was adm inistered to  teachers and students. Upon 
com pletion of the Social Style Profile (see Appendix E), teachers le ft the 
classrooms to fac ilita te  more honest responses from students on the teacher 
effectiveness instrum ent. This procedure is standard for all teacher evaluations 
conducted a t the  University of Oklahoma. Then, the students com pleted the 
teacher effectiveness instrum ent to measure their perceptions of their
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instructor's teacher effectiveness (see Appendix C). The teacher effectiveness 
instrum ent is a common form of an instructional im provement questionnaire 
(Pohlman and Elmore, 1976) which consists of four parts: (1) a student biographic 
section; (2) an instructor evaluation section; (3) a  course evaluation section, and 
(4) an optional section for individualized questions by faculty . The instrum ent was 
a  combination of item s taken from the Purdue Rating Scale, the  Idea Form, and 
the  University Of Oklahoma College of Arts and Sciences Instructor Evaluation 
Form. The Social Style Profile and the teacher effectiveness instrum ent were 
adm inistered by the experim enter during a single class period.
DEPENDENT MEASURES 
Teacher Effectiveness Instrument
Each of the four hypotheses included the use of a teacher effectiveness 
instrum ent th a t consisted of 35 item s (see Appendix C). Descriptive sta tis tic s  for 
the 35 item s appear in Appendix H. The scale item s were firs t subjected to 
fac to r analysis using a principle components solution. Factor extraction was 
followed by a  quartim ax rotation in order to simplify the  item s. A lternative 
ro tations (varimax and equimax) were perform ed, but did not yield any 
contradictory information to  explain the factor s tructu re . It was considered 
im portant to  ensure th a t each item  maximally loaded on one facto r, thus 
simplifying the item s, not the factors (varimax). A simplified item  along with a 
simplified factor was considered a bonus should it produce similar results to  the 
varim ax rotation. Only those item s with factor loadings g reater than or equal to  
.60, with no secondary loadings g reater than or equal to  .40, were selected lo r the 
testing of the four hypotheses (McCroskey and Young, 1979). Appendix D shows 
the  facto r loadings fur the 3; ro tated  items.
Using an eigenvalue of 1 or greater as the criterion for explaining the
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fac to r s tructu re , the quartim ax rotation yielded a  one facto r solution with an 
eigenvalue of 16.91647, accounting for 82.6 percent of the variance. The 
eigenvalue for the second factor was 1.42074, contributing an additional 6.9 
percent of the variance to be explained. The large variance accounted for by the 
firs t facto r versus the second made i t  possible to  simplify analysis of teacher 
effectiveness by using the one-factor solution. Validity of the one-factor solution 
is represented by h^ values presented in Table 1.
Based on the  .60/.40 purity index criterion , 21 item s were accepted for 
use in the teacher effectiveness instrum ent. Table 1 presents the 21 item s and 
the ir correlations with each other item .
Table 1
Correlations for the 21-item  Teacher Effectiveness Instrument
r r2 . h^
My instructor has an effective style of .82 .-67 .75
presentation.
My instructor makes learning easy and .85 .72 .78
interesting.
My instructor holds the attention of .79 .62 .70
th e  class.
My instructor stim ulates in terest in .83 .69 .75
th e  course.
My instructor displays enthusiasm when .62 .38 .42
teaching.
My instructor makes me feel involved with .77 .59 .64
this course.
In this course, I always fe lt challenged .79 .62 .73
and m otivated to  learn.
My instructor has stim ulated my thinking. .79 .62 .69
My instructor's explanations and com m ents .79 .62 .66
are  helpful.
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Table 1 Continued 
C orrelations for the 21-item  Teacher Effectiveness Instrum ent
r r2 h2
In this course, I have learned to  value .64 .41 .45
new viewpoints.
My instructor recognizes and rew ards .61 .3̂ 7 .50
success in this course.
A teacher/studen t partnership in learning .68 .46  .56
is encouraged.
My instructor readily m aintains a rapport .74 .55 .61
w ith this class.
Challenging questions are  raised for .62 .38 .56
discussion.
The teaching strategy  used in this .80 .64 .70
course is appropriate.
I highly recommend this course. .75 .56 .58
1 would enjoy taking another course from . 85 .72 .79
th is instructor.
I like the way the instructor conducts .88 .77 .84
th is course.
My instructor m otivates me to  do my best .80 .64  .67
work.
O verall, this course is among the best I .79 .62  .65
have ever taken.
O verall, this instructor is among th e  .84 .71 .74
best teachers I have known.
All except one of the 21 item s cam e from the Purdue Rating Scale. Item 17 ("I 
would enjoy taking another course from this instructor") cam e from the Idea 
Form . None of the item s cam e from the  University of Oklahoma Arts and 
Sciences Form. The deleted item s did not load on any other facto rs according to 
th e  .60/.40 purity index criterion . Six out of the 14 deleted item s cam e from the 
Purdue Rating Scale. The rest of the  deleted item s cam e from the Idea Form.
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Appendix E shows the  deleted item s and their correlations. Summated raw scores 
from the 21-item  teacher effectiveness instrum ent were used in the  data  analysis 
ra the r than the facto r scores because of their theoretic and applied utility.
Validity of the Teacher Effectiveness Instrument
Since the teacher effectiveness instrum ent developed for this study 
consists of a single common facto r, one can argue in favor of intrinsic validity. 
According to  Guilford (1954, p. 399) intrinsic validity is the degree to  which a  te s t 
measures what it  measures or when a  single common factor's communality is as 
g rea t as its reliability . This is the case with the teacher effectiveness 
instrum ent. Relevant validity is also appropriate in this situation and is somewhat 
parallel to  intrinsic validity. Guilford (1954) describes relevant validity as the 
degree to  which a  te s t measures facto rs th a t are common to other m easures. The 
index of relevant validity is h or the  square root of a  test's  communality. This is 
the  same as reliability  for an instrum ent tha t has a single common facto r 
struc tu re , h indicates the upper lim it of a  te st's ' correlation with any other 
m easure which is a m easure of validity.
Social Style Profile Instrument
The Social Style Profile Instrum ent (Buchholz e t  al., 1976) was used in 
each of the four hypotheses (see Appendix B). Descriptive sta tistics are presented 
in Appendix I. Medians were used to  determ ine the social styles of each subject 
based on previous research (Buchholz e t  al., 1976). Furtherm ore, Pearson's 
coeffic ien t of skewness which te sts  differences between means and medians was 
calculated for the assertiveness and responsiveness dimensions. Results show 
nonsignificance for the assertiveness dimension, Sk = -.41. Non significant 
d ifferences between the mean and median for responsiveness dimension was also 
obtained (Sk = -.08).
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Certain item s measured one of the three dimensions of social style. 
Item s 2, 11, 12, 14, 16, 24, 26 and 27 were used to  measure assertiveness. Items 
1, 7, 9, 23 and 25 were used to measure responsiveness. Items 3, 4, 19 and 21 
measured versatility . Cronbach's alpha coefficient of reliability was computed 
for the three dimensions. The alpha reliability for assertiveness was .88, for 
responsiveness, .85, and for versatility , .77. This shows tha t the dimensions 









Figure 3 shows th a t the dimensions are not highly correlated with each other.
Median splits on the to tal possible scores received on the Social Style 
Profile determined the social styles of each subject. Each student's style was 
compared with his or her teacher's social style and grouped into either the similar 
or dissimilar group.
A median te s t was calculated to  determ ine whether significant 
differences existed between to ta l possible medians and the actual medians 
obtained in the data (Guilford and Fruchter, p. 216). A non-significant = .7, df 
= 1, was obtained. It is generally agreed among researchers th a t when 1.00, a 
possible problem exists in measurement; in this case, the social style scales.
Data Analysis
For the firs t hypothesis, responses gathered from teachers on the Social 
Style Profile and their students' responses on the teacher evaluation instrum ent of 
teacher effectiveness were used to  determ ine whether there was a  relationship
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between teacher effectiveness and teacher social style. The relationship between 
teacher effectiveness and teacher social style was determined by Pearson's-x 
Correlation C oefficient. The significance level achieved for this te s t was se t a t 
.05. More im portant, however, is the magnitude of the coefficient of 
determ ination. A coefficient of determ ination th a t is greater than .50 is 
considered acceptable. A small coefficient may be significant, but not 
meaningful.
For the second hypothesis, responses gathered from students on the 
Social Style Profile and their perceptions of their teacher's effectiveness as 
recorded on the teacher effectiveness instrum ent were used to  determ ine 
whether there  was a relationship between teacher effectiveness and student social 
styles. The relationship between teacher effectiveness and student social styles 
was determ ined by Pearson's Correlation Coefficient. The significance level was 
se t a t  .05 and the magnitude of the relationship and variance explained was noted.
The third hypothesis was tested  using responses obtained from teachers 
and the ir students on the Social Style Profile and students' responses on the 
instructor evaluation form for teacher effectiveness. In order to  determ ine 
whether a  difference in teacher effectiveness existed between teacher and 
student who were m atched on social style and those teachers and students 
dissimilar in social style, an independent measures ^  te s t was computed between 
th e  two groups. The significance level required was .05. An a priori calculation 
of power was made to  insure adequate sample size for each of the two groups. 
Also, a  point biserial £  was calculated between the two groups (considered 
dichotomous) and the teacher effectiveness scores in order to  provide a basis for 
evaluating the strength of the relationship.
The fourth and final hypothesis was tested  using teachers' responses on
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the Social Style Profile and students' perceptions of their teacher's effectiveness 
as reported on the  teacher effectiveness instrum ent. Using median splits, 
teachers were classified as e ither high or low on assertiveness, responsiveness, 
and versatility . A 2X2X2 fac to ria l design (responsiveness by assertiveness by 
versatility) was employed to  assess the  e ffec ts  of these three dimensions of social 
style on teacher effectiveness. Teacher effectiveness scores as assessed by the 
teacher effectiveness instrum ent was the dependent variable used to  determ ine 
whether a  significant difference occurred between teachers classified as high or 
low on assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility . A three way analysis of 
variance was com puted for the dependent measure and the significance level 
achieved for this te s t  was se t a t  .05.
Since the  F s ta tis tic  is robust to  violations of homogeneity of variance 
when cell sizes a re  equal, teachers were randomly selected within each category 
of high and low assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility  to  insure equal 
sample size within each cell. An a  priori calculation of power was m ade to  insure 
adequate sample size for each cell.
Main and in teraction effec ts  were examined using a Multiple 
C lassification Analysis and the significance level as the  criterion. Each of the 
th ree  main e ffec ts , assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility  and each of the 
in teractions, assertiveness by responsiveness, assertiveness by versatility^ 
responsiveness by versatility , and assertiveness by responsiveness by versatility  
was examined from results obtained by the Multiple C lassification Analysis.
SUMMARY
Based on the research questions of this study, four hypotheses were 
constructed. Subject selection and a ttribu tes as well as procedures for data
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collection c.nd analysis were described in this chapter. D ata analysis was 
discussed for each of the four hypotheses to  be te s te d . , The next chapter reports 




Data analysis showed th a t evidence exists to support th ree of the four 
research hypotheses, with only partially  successful results on the last hypothesis. 
Before reporting the results of the hypotheses, several issues surrounding 




In addition to the teacher effectiveness instrum ent as a dependent 
measure, perform ance as measured by student grades and attendance were also 
used as dependent measures of teaching effectiveness. To determ ine whether the 
other two dependent measures-pupil predicted and actual grades and attendance- 
were useful criterion measures of teacher effectiveness, correlation coefficients 
w ere calculated comparing predicted grades, actual grades and attendance with 
teacher effectiveness. A separate assessment was made on the relationship 
between predicted and actual grades. The correlation between teacher 
effectiveness and students' actual grade was £=.15 (g=.001, ^=508). Even though £ 
was significant a t the .001 level, an £=.15 is a relatively low correlation between 
teacher effectiveness and actual grade. A more meaningful measure is the 
coefficient of determ ination ( r ^  which shows how much variance is explained by 
the two variables. Results showed £^=.02 and illustrates the lack of a  meaningful
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relationship betv/een teacher effectiveness and students' actual grade.
The correlation between teacher effectiveness and students' predicted 
grades was calculated because the  students predicted what their grades would be 
a t  the same tim e tha t they evaluated their teacher's effectiveness. Therefore, it 
may be reasonabie to  assume th a t a  student's perception of the grade he or she 
would receive in the course may a ffec t the student's evaluation of the teacher's 
effectiveness. Pearson's Product Moment Correlation Coefficient for teacher 
effectiveness and predicted grade was £=.11 (£=.02, ^=508). However, only one 
percent of the  variance (r2=.01) explains the  covariance of these two variables. 
The correlation between teacher effectiveness and attendance was also computed 
with £=.06, (£=.155, ^=508). The correlation between teacher effectiveness and 
attendance was not significant. The correlation between predicted grade and 
actual grade was computed to  determ ine whether students were accurate in 
perceiving what their actual grade would be. The correlation between perceived 
grade and actual grade received was £=.62 (£< .001 , ^=508). The amount of 
explained covariance between the  two variables was £^=.40. Therefore, students 
were able to  predict with reasonable and meaningful accuracy what their actual 
grade in the course would be.
The low correlations between teacher effectiveness and a student's 
perceived, actual grade and attendance dictated  the  elimination of student 
perform ance and attendance in the actual testing of the four hypotheses.
Hypotheses
Four hypotheses were postulated in the previous chapter. They were; 
Hypothesis 1: There will be a significant relationship between teacher
effectiveness and teacher social style.
Hypothesis 2; There will be a significant relationship between teacher
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effectiveness and student social style.
Hypothesis 3; There will be a significant difference in teacher effectiveness 
scores between those teachers and students with matched social styles and 
teachers and students who are not similar in social style.
Hypothesis 4: There will be a significant difference between the amount of
teacher assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility  and student evaluations of 
the ir teacher's effectiveness.
To determ ine teachers ' and students' social styles, medians were used. 
The median for responsiveness was 20, the median for assertiveness was 32 and 
the  median for versatility  was 16. These numbers represent th e  actual midpoints 
between the highest and lowest possible scores on each dimension.
To determ ine whether a  significant relationship existed between teacher 
effectiveness and teacher social style (Hj) Pearson's Product Moment Correlation 
Coefficient was calculated using the 21-item  teacher effectiveness instrum ent 
and the teachers ' social style profile scores. While the  relationship was 
significant (r=.17; p .01; ^=508) the magnitude of the relationship was not high 
and the amount of variance explained ^= .0 2 S )  shows approxim ately 3 percent of 
the  variance can be explained by the relationship between teacher effectiveness 
and teacher social styles.
The second hypothesis asserted a significant relationship should exist 
between teacher effectiveness and student social styles. Results showed a 
significant correlation exists (r=.14; p=.002; ^=508). Again, however, the 
correlation was weak as the amount of variance explained by student social styles 
and teacher effectiveness scores (r^=.02) was small.
Hypothesis 3 asserted a significant difference should exist in perceived 
teacher effectiveness when accounting for homophilous versus heterophilous 
social styles. One group consisted of students who had the same social styles as
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their teachers and the  second group consisted of students who had different social 
styles than their teachers. Power calculations yielded a sample size of 52 for 
each group when the  power is .95. A random sample of 52 students was selected 
from each group (Blalock, 1980).
To determ ine whether a  significant difference existed between the 
sim ilar (homophilous) and d ifferen t (heterophilous) groups, an independent 
measures t- te s t  was calculated, and found to  be significant. Results show th a t 
homophilous (similar) learners perceived g reater teacher effectiveness than 
heterophilous (different) learners, Çt=-4.3; £<.001; ^=102). A point-biserial £  was 
calculated  because the underlying assumption of the independent variable is 
dichotomous and the £  obtained in the third hypothesis was significant (see 
Guilford and F ruchter, 1978, p. 298). The point-biserial £  was significant (rph=- 
.42; p<.01;df=102).
The fourth hypothesis tested  for a  significant d ifference between the 
amount of teacher . assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility  using the 
dependent m easure, teacher effectiveness. A priori power calculations for the 
2X2X2 way fac to ria l analysis of variance a t l-j$ =.975 yielded cell sizes of 15 for 
each cell. Results for the analysis of variance showed nonsignificant F ratios for 
all except the main e ffec t versatility , (p <  .001; ^=1,500), and for the two-way 
in teraction  between assertiveness and responsiveness ^  <  .06; ^=1,500). The 
analysis of variance summary table is shown in Appendix F.
Multiple C lassification Analysis (MCA) was calculated to  determ ine the 
partia l correlations for each variable in the fourth hypothesis when the 
differences in the other factors were being controlled. Each level of 
assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility  was correlated  with teacher 
effectiveness holding each other variable constant. The standardized partia l- 
regression coefficients R and R^ were examined. The results of the  MCA show
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th a t R=.308 which dem onstrates the relationship between the criterion variable, 
teacher effectiveness and the  independent variables which were the high and low 
levels of assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility  of teachers as measured by 
th e  Social Style Profile. The MCA table is shown in Appendix G.
SUMMARY
Results of the four hypotheses in this study were presented. The next 




The cen tral purpose of this study was to  determ ine whether there was a 
relationship between a person's social style and teacher effectiveness in the 
classroom context.. Another im portant purpose of the  study was to determ ine 
whether a  difference existed in teacher effectiveness between those teachers and 
students with matched social styles and teachers and students who are unmatched 
In social style.
The firs t and second hypotheses tested for a  significant relationship 
between social style and teacher effectiveness. The first research hypothesis, 
which tested  the relationship between teachers' social style and teacher 
effectiveness, was accepted on the basis of significant results. However, the 
amount of variance tha t contributed to the explanation of the relationship 
between the two variables was negligible. The actual value of the ir and r^ 
indicate there  is not a strong relationship between a  teacher's social style and 
teacher effectiveness.
The second research hypothesis, which asserted tha t a relationship 
between students' social style and teacher effectiveness exists was accepted on 
th e  basis of a significant £. Again, the results should be in terpreted with caution 
because the showed an extrem ely small amount of variance accounted for by 
the  two variables. The actual value of £  also shows a  low correlation between 
teacher effectiveness and a student's social style. The firs t and second
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hypotheses show th a t teachers' and students' social style? alone are poor 
predictors of teacher effectiveness.
The third hypothesis addressed the second im portant question posed in 
this study. A student was classified into either the group tha t consisted of 
students who possessed similar (homophilous) social styles as their teachers or the 
group th a t consisted of students whose social styles differed (heterophilous) from 
their teachers. Teacher effectiveness scores for the two groups were compared. 
The third research hypothesis was accepted in light of a significant difference 
between the two groups. The results show th a t students who possess similar 
(homophilous) social styles with their teacher rated  their teachers' effectiveness 
higher than those students whose social styles differed (heterophilous) from their 
teachers. Three lines of research are supported by these significant results. The 
firs t line of research is homophily research (Rogers and Bhowmik, 1970; Rogers 
and Shoemaker, 1971). Homophily principles s ta te  th a t communication 
effectiveness is enhanced when the source and receiver are similar on a  number of 
a ttribu tes. One of the attribu tes th a t can enhance communication effectiveness 
in the classroom is the degree of sim ilarity between teachers' and students' social 
style. Further research should be conducted to  determ ine whether 
communication effectiveness can be enhanced by taking into account one's social 
style. Research also needs to determ ine whether m oderate heterophily would be 
b e tte r in accounting for one's social style as Alpert and Anderson (1972) found in 
their research.
The second line of research supported by the significant findings of the 
third hypothesis is the cognitive style mapping area. Some research in the 
cognitive style mapping area shows significant differences in students who were 
m atched to  their teachers ' cognitive styles when compared to  students .who were 
not m atched (Domino, 1970; Farr, 1971; Elliot, 1976). Further investigation into
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th is face t of teacher effectiveness would be fruitful, especially when cognitive 
style mapping is tested  with social sty le m atching. Perhaps researchers 
in terested  in teacher effectiveness should turn the ir a tten tion  to  matching 
d ifferen t types of learners with the  appropriate types of teachers instead of 
looking for the most effec tive  type of teachers in all situations. If we follow the 
designs of cognitive sty le mapping research, students could be m atched with 
teachers on the  basis of their social style instead of randomly assigning students 
to  classes. Oakland Community College in Bloomfield Hills, Michigan, maps 
students' cognitive styles and then assigns students to  the appropriate classes on 
the  basis of the teachers ' and students' cognitive styles (Hill, 1977). Students 
could be assigned to  communication classes on the basis of the ir social styles. 
Research could be conducted on classes containing people with m atched 
(homophilous) social styles as com pared with classes of people with unmatched 
(heterophilous) social styles.
The third line of research to  receive support from th e se ’findings is the 
social style research. V. Lashbrook and W. Lashbrook (1980) successfully m atched 
subordinates and superiors in organizational settings on the basis of social style 
profile scores. Subordinates seemed to  be more satisfied to be working with a 
superior who possessed the  same social style as the subordinate. According to  the 
results of this preliminary study, the matching concept also apparently applies to  
the  classroom context, enhancing the effectiveness of the teacher/studen t 
relationship.
Another question posed by this study was whether there was a significant 
difference in teacher effectiveness scores based on the amount of assertiveness, 
responsiveness, and versatility  of a  teacher. Median splits were calculated to 
classify teachers into categories of high or low assertiveness, responsiveness, and 
versatility  based on previous research (Merrill, 1974; Buchholz e t al., 1976;
44
Knutson and Lashbrook, 1976; Lashbrook, Knutson, Parsley, and Wenburg, 1976). 
Results of the 2X2X2 factorial analysis of variance did not support the fourth 
research hypothesis. Nonsignificant F ratios were found for all except the main 
e ffec t versatility  and the interaction e ffec t between assertiveness and 
responsiveness. The multiple classification analysis also._confirmed the lack of 
variance explained by any of the variables when added together in a  partial 
regression fashion.
The lack of support for the fourth research hypothesis cannot be to tally  
explained, but some conjecture can be offered. One reason why a lack of 
d ifference existed between amounts of assertiveness, responsiveness, and 
versatility  may be due to  the way these three dimensions are operationalized. 
The th ree  dimensions are operationalized as dichotomies of high and low scores. 
Perhaps median splits should not be used to dichotomize the  three dimensions and 
some other way of conceptualizing assertiveness, responsiveness, and versatility , 
such as quartiles of extrem ely low assertiveness and responsiveness (Q% versus Qi^ 
should be used.^ Perhaps a continuum of each dimension could be constructed 
instead of dichotomizing the variables. One also has to wonder why medians were 
never reported in any research using the Social Style Profile. Even in the paper 
th a t reported the s ta tis tica l adequacy of the Social Style Profile (Lashbrook and 
Lashbrook, 1979) medians were not reported. If medians had been reported, other 
research on social style would have population medians to  com pare with their 
research.
Another question raised in light of the insignificant results concerns the 
versatility  dimension. The question is; Would significant differences in teacher 
effectiveness occur with versatile teachers? Theoretically, teachers who are 
versatile  can adapt to any situation regardless of their social styles or the 
students' social styles. This question can and should be tested  in future research
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to  help obtain a clearer picture of these results.
One obvious explanation for the lack of support for the fourth hypothesis 
is th a t the three dimensions of social style contribute significantly to the 
explanation of variance in teacher effectiveness. Before this premise can be 
accepted, more research needs to  be conducted in this area using.quartiles instead 
of medians.
Conclusions
What significance do these results have in light of the body of literatu re  
on teacher effectiveness and the central purpose of this study? The central 
purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between teachers' and 
students' social styles and teaching effectiveness. Results of the first and second 
hypotheses showed a lack of meaningful amount of variance explained by teachers' 
and students' social styles and teacher effectiveness. We may conclude th a t the 
social styles of teachers and students do not contribute to  the overall explanation 
of teacher effectiveness. Because of results obtained in the third hypothesis, this 
conclusion cannot be accepted.
The third hypothesis tested  the most im portant aspect of this research. 
The third hypothesis stated  there would be a significant difference between 
students who were similar (homophilous) to  their teachers on social style and 
students who were d ifferent (heterophilous) from their teachers on social style 
dimensions. Results showed not only a  significant difference but also showed that 
students who were homophilous with their teachers on social style perceived their 
teachers to be more effective in the classroom than students who were 
heterophilous with their teachers' social style. Two bodies of research are 
relevant to  these results. The firs t area of research tha t underlies the notion of 
matching teachers and students is homophily research. The second research area
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which is the them e th a t is carried throughout this research effo rt, is the notion 
th a t classroom process is an interdependent, in teractive process between teachers 
and students. Any investigations into teaching effectiveness must take this view 
into account. Failure to  accept the view th a t teachers and students behave 
in terdependent!/ in the classroom is evident by the lack of consistent and 
meaningful progress in teacher effectiveness research. The significant findings of 
the third hypothesis can provide researchers with evidence th a t it is im portant to 
consider students' thoughts, actions and feelings as well as teachers' thoughts, 
actions and feelings in teacher effectiveness research.
The significant results also point to  courses of action th a t should be 
taken  by teacher effectiveness researchers. The first course of action is to no 
longer judge teacher effectiveness solely on what a teacher says and does. Even 
though no one believes teachers teach  in a vacuum, people must stop carrying on 
research as though students just sit in their seats sponging up whatever the 
teacher says. Researchers must investigate the interdependent relationship 
between teachers and students to  gain a more accurate picture of teaching 
effectiveness.
The second course of action realized by this study is th a t researchers 
should use other measures of teacher effectiveness besides student perform ance, 
especially in the form of grades. We can no longer judge teacher effectiveness 
solely on the basis of a  teacher effectiveness rating scale either. We must include 
student characteristics as well. Knutson (1980) found discrepancies between 
teachers ' perceptions of their own social style, particularly versatility , and 
students' perceptions of their teachers. How students perceive the en tire  
classroom process is just as im portant as the teacher's point of view. Therefore, 
teacher effectiveness research should abandon its focus on the teacher. Instead, 
we should be doing "classroom effectiveness" research aimed a t the investigation
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of th e  interdependent relationships between all classroom participants, i.e. 
student-student and teacher-student relationships.
Communication scholars can offer rich ideas to  classroom effectiveness 
researchers because of the process-oriented view espoused by the communication 
field. We need to investigate communication effectiveness in the classroom and 
how the communication relationship between teachers and students enhances 
classroom effectiveness. Norton's (1977, 1978) work on com municator sty le and 
teacher effectiveness is a good beginning to  the classroom effectiveness story but 
leaves out the o ther half of the participants-the students. We need to  know what 
combinations of teacher communicator style and student com municator style 
enhance classroom effectiveness. We also need to  know if there  is a  relationship 
betw een com municator style and social style constructs. Are they measuring the 
sam e thing?
The next line of research could be to  c rea te  experim ental classrooms se t 
up to  include com pletely homophilous students and teachers, com pletely 
heterophilous students and teachers and a mixed condition (as we have in most 
classrooms) of partly homophilous and partly heterophilous students and teachers 
on social style. Then we could determ ine which condition(s) enhanced 
communication effectiveness in the classroom.
To summarize the priorities needed to conduct research in this area: 
F irst, research on teaching effectiveness should include student social styles of 
communicating as well as teacher social styles. Secondly, further research needs 
to  be conducted on heterophilous (different) versus homophilous (similar) teachers 
and students on social styles. We also need to  find ways to  measure the 
effectiveness of the matched versus unmatched teacher-studen t conditions such 
as classroom effectiveness instrum ents and other m easures of teacher and student 
perform ance in the classroom. These priorities must be carried out with the
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underlying notion th a t teachers and students c rea te  an interdependent 
com m unication relationship in the classroom environment. Future research in 
classroom communication must coincide with this notion or else it  is not really 
com m unication research.
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FOOTNOTES
^None of Lashbrook's research cites medians used in computing the four
behavioral styles. Likewise, none of the others' research in social style 
c ites  the medians they used when computing social styles.
^An independent measures t- te s t  was calculated between the low assertiveness 
and responsiveness scores to  determ ine.whether or not a significant 
d ifference existed between the two groups split by medians. This te s t 
addresses the  question of whether medians provide enough of a 
d ifference between high and low assertive individuals and high and low 
responsive individuals. The independent measures t- te s t  for low versus 
high assertive individuals was .86 (n.s., df = 508). Non-significant results 
were also obtained for low versus high responsive individuals (t = 1.13, df 
= 508). The results of these t- te s ts  show th a t medians do not provide 
large enough differences between people who are supposedly highly 
assertive and responsive and individuals who are low on assertiveness and 
responsiveness. Future research must carefully determ ine, for the 
sample involved, whether medians can delineate significantly between 
high and low responsiveness and assertiveness before using medians to  
calcu la te social styles. The results of these tests  also strengthen the 
case for using quartiles, specifically quartile one versus quartile four to  
determ ine individuals' social styles.
Using the data obtained in this research, the researcher was 
Interested in determining whether the differences between quartile one 
and quartile four for assertiveness and responsiveness scores were 
significant. An independent measures t- te s t  for assertiveness showed 
non-significant results, (t = .68, df = 253). Non-significant results were 
also obtained for responsiveness, (t = .05, df = 253). Apparently, 
quartiles were not successful in delineating extrem ely high responsives 
and assertives. More research needs to be conducted in this area before 
social style profile research can proceed to classify individuals on the 
basis of either medians or quartiles. Indeed, perhaps previous research 
has made too generous assumptions about the social style variables, and 
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APPENDIX D
F acto r Loadings for the 35-item Teacher Effectiveness Instrument
FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 FACTOR 5
V09 .82305 .13226 .08196 .13787 .18348
VIO .84928 .08382 ,07688 .10636 .19799
V ll .78744 .13984 .16132 .13334 .13670
V12 .83284 .06109 .18528 .14473 .04863
V13 .62291 .00106 .01795 .16789 .02641
VI» .58037 .00598 .13659 .03957 .23296
V15 .76671 .02157 .01716 .08695 .21376
V16 .79203 .07566 .09456 .08649 .29028
V17 .78896 .02435 .13455 .13933 .17182
V18 .78691 .03649 .14972 .08204 .09387
V19 .64114 .00327 .01137 .08526 .17765
V20 .60502 .13683 .32739 .04573 .03263
V21 .66022 .05500 .53219 .00015 .01667
V22 .61470 .09937 .48291 .04197 .06697
V23 .68196 .19053 .23258 .02780 .05918
V24 .59160 .43003 .02953 .05165 .04068
V25 .59322 .62582 .01318 .00917 .01723
V26 .64753 .52056 .15261 .02838 .02013
V27 .59082 .36241 .15788 .00259 .03155
V28 .74483 .21814 .00338 .01474 .09803
V29 .55013 .02196 .07690 .08897 .02578
V30 .46345 .07071 .05758 .47755 .11390
V31 .61995 .00021 .11012 .38478 .11947
V32 .51924 .04632 .05718 .26740 .10776
V33 .80499 .11089 .00677 .11580 .17536
V34 .74844 .01335 .10284 .06627 .05435
V35 .85448 .00479 .03832 .02850 .22994
V36 .88488 .01365 .09334 .03542 .22492
V37 .53075 .09742 .07165 .04758 .31697
V38 .46743 .03369 .14673 .03390 .01443
V39 .52160 .09083 .07429 .02424 .12883
V40 .80105 .05442 .08837 .03596 .12535
V41 .78855 .12905 ,00849 .11127 u 00842
V42 .84265 .08024 .00279 .00164 .16817
V43 .47870 .06435 .02212 .31579 .04566
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APPENDIX E 
Deleted Factor Scale Items and Their Correlations
V14 In this course, many methods are used to 
involve me in learning. (PRS)*
.58 (Factor I)
V21 My instructor adjusts to fit individual 
many kinds of students. (I)**
.66 (Factor 1) 
.53 (Factor 3)
V22 My instructor tailors this course to help 
many kinds of students. (I)
.61 (Factor 1) 
.48 (Factor 3)
V24 I am free to  express and explain my own 
views in class. (I)
.59 (Factor 1)
V25 When I have a question or comment I 
know it will be respected. (I)
.59 (Factor 1) 
.62 (Factor 2)
V26 Mutual respect is a concept practiced 
in this course. (PRS)
.64 (Factor 1) 
.52. (Factor 2)
V27 My instructor relates to  me as an 
individual. (PRS)
.59 (Factor I)
V29 I understand what is expected of me in 
this course. (I)
.55 (Factor I)
V30 There is sufficient tim e in class for 
questions and discussions. (1)
.48 (Factor 3)
V32 This course provides an opportunity 
to  learn from other students. (PRS)
.52 (Factor 1) 
.52 (Factor 1)
V37 I have put much e ffo rt into this course. (I) .53 (Factor 1)
V38 I am satisfied with my accomplishments 
in this course. (PRS)
.47 (Factor I)
V39 Frequent a ttendance in this class is 
essential to  good learning. (PRS)
.52 (Factor I)
V43 These items le t me appraise this course 
and instructor fully and fairly. (I)
.48 (Factor 1)
*PRS is the Purdue Rating Scale
**1 is the Idea Form
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APPENDIX F
Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Assertiveness, Responsiveness, 
and Versatility and Teacher Effectiveness
Source of Variation 55 df MSS F P
A ssertiveness (A) 291.454 1 291.454 1.008 .316
Responsiveness (B) • 44.062 I 44.062 .152 .696
V ersatility (C) 14056.246 1 14056.246 48.593 .001**
AXB Interactions 9S2.399 1 982.399 3.396 .06
AXC Interactions 8.965 1 8.965 .031 .86
BXC Interactions 292.568 1 292.568 1.011 .315
AXBXC Interactions 553.164 1 553.164 1.912 .167
Residual 144631.562 500 289.263
.001
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Multiple C lassification Analysis
APPENDIX G 
of Teacher Effectiveness By Assertiveness,
Responsiveness, and V ersatility.
Variable Unadjusted Eta Adjusted Beta
A ssertiveness
High 1.97 1.32
Low -0 .7 6 -0 .51
Responsiveness
High —1.06 -0 .5 8
Lov/ 0.32 0 .17
V ersatility
High 6.60 6.47
Low -4 .3 0 -4 .41




D escriptive S tatistics of the 35-item Teacher Effectiveness Instrum ent
Standard Standard
Mean Median Mode Variance D eviation E rror Skewness K urtosis
VOl 3.66 3.82 4 .0 1.14 1.07 .047 - .7 8 .24
V02 3.55 3.62 4.0 1.05 1.03 .045 - .3 4 -.4 2
V03 2.34 2.20 2.0 .94 .97 .043 .36 -.7 2
V04 2.46 2.47 . 3 .0 1.36 1.17 .052 .36 -.5 2
V05 2.04 1.84 2.0 1.21 1.10 .05 1.17 .73
V06 2.14 1.94 2.0 1.23 1.11 .05 .89 .09
V07 2.09 1.89 2.0 1.23 1.11 .05 .98 .21
VOS 2.14 1.95 2.0 1.21 1.10 .05 .94 .27
V09 l .S l 1.68 2 .0 .82 .90 .04 1.23 1.42
VIO 2.25 2.10 2.0 1.03 1.02 .05 .64 - .2 0
V ll 2.22 2.06 2 .0 1.10 1.05 .05 .79 .08
V12 2.38 2.17 2.0 1.28 1.13 . .05 .64 -.3 6
V13 2.20 2.01 2.0 1.12 1.06 .05 .90 .22
V14 1.93 1.80 2.0 .98 .99 .04 .69 2.29
V15 2.19 2.07 2.0 .97 .98 .04 .69 .07
V16 2.31 2.21 2.0 1.00 1.00 . .05 .60 .13
V17 2.59 2.49 2.0 1.09 1.04 .05 .33 -.4 2
VIS 2.54 2.42 2.0 1.15 1.07 .05 .32 -.5 9
V19 2.35 2.19 2.0 1.11 1.05 .05 .62 - .1 5
V20 1.80 1.68 2.0 .82 .90 .04 1.45 2.53
V21 1.88 1.75 2 .0 ■ .89 .94 .04 1.19 1.35
V22 1.98 1.86 2 .0 .92 .96 .04 1.10 1.19
V23 2.18 2.03 2.0 1.12 1.06 .04 .78 .07
V24 2.09 1.98 2.0 .93 .97 .04 1.01 1.07
V25 1.78 1.73 2.0 .65 .81 .04 1.18 1.76
V26 1,98 1.85 2.0 .98 .99 .04 1.22 1.31
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APPENDIX H (cont.)
Standard  S tandard
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Mean Median Mode V ariance D eviation E rro r Skewness K urto sis
V27 2.25 2.10 2 .0 1.09 1.05 .05 .71 - .0 3
V2S 2.32 2.13 2 .0 1.14 1.07 .05 .72 -.0 7
V29 2.12 1.94 2.0 1.15 1.07 .05 1.01 .45
Y30 2.13 1.86 1.0 1.46 1.21 .05 .96 -.01
V3i 2.14 1.94 2.0 1.23 1.11 .05 .89 .09
V32 2.38 2.17 2.0 1.28 1.13 .05 .64 - .3 6
V33 1.51 1.52 2.0 .25 .50 .02 - .0 4 -2 .01
V34 1.82 1.89 2.0 .15 .38 .02 -1 .69 .85
V35 1.74 1.64 1.0 .63 .79 .04 .896 .77
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